The opinion in support of the decision being entered today was not witten for
publication and is not binding precedent of the Board.
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HAI RSTON, Adnini strative Patent Judge.

DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of clains
20 through 25.

The disclosed invention relates to a storage el ectrode of
a capacitor for a DRAM cell on a sem conductor substrate. The
storage el ectrode has an upright |ower cylindrical portion,

and a solid hem spherically-shaped upper portion that is
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centered over the cylindrical |ower portion.
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Caim20 is illustrative of the clained invention, and it
reads as foll ows:

20. A capacitor for a DRAM cell on a sem conduct or
substrate; said sem conductor substrate having a MOS
transistor with a source region and a drain region;
conpri si ng:

a storage el ectrode having an upright | ower
cylindrical portion and a hem spherical shaped upper
portion; said hem spherical shaped upper portion
havi ng
a hem spherical cross-sectional shape and a solid inside;
said upright lower cylindrical portion in electrical
contact with said source region in said substrate; said
hem spheri cal shaped upper portion centered over said
cylindrical |ower portion; a capacitor dielectric
| ayer
and a top el ectrode covering said storage el ectrode.

The references relied on by the exam ner are:

Ahn 5, 386, 382 Jan. 31, 1995
Suganaga et al. (Suganaga) 5,539, 231 Jul . 23, 1996

(filed Mar. 2,
1995)

Clainms 20 through 25 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103
as bei ng unpatentabl e over Ahn in view of Suganaga.
Ref erence is nmade to the brief and the answer for the

respective positions of the appellant and the exani ner.
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CPI NI ON

The obvi ousness rejection of clainms 20 through 25 is
reversed

Al'l of the clains on appeal are directed to a capacitor
for a DRAM cell that has a storage electrode with a solid
hem spheri cal | y- shaped upper portion.

Ahn di scl oses a capacitor for a DRAMcell (Figures 1, 3B
4C and 4D) that has a storage el ectrode with a square-shaped
upper portion 100. A cavity is fornmed in the upper portion
100.

According to the exam ner (Answer, pages 4 and 5),
Suganaga di scl oses a hem spherical | y-shaped el ectrode. 1In
view of the |ack of any specifics, we assune the examner is
referring to the hem spherically-shaped portion 4 (Figures 1
and 10 through 13). In view of these teachings, the exam ner
concl udes (Answer, pages 4 and 5) that it would have been
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to substitute
Suganaga’ s hem spheri cal | y-shaped el ectrode for the square-
shaped upper portion 100 in Ahn because they are both

functional ly equival ent el ectrode shapes.
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Appel | ant argues (Brief, page 9) that “Suganaga happens
to show a long bitline interconnect 4 with rounded sidewalls -
not hem spherical - in a contact area 10.” Appellant al so
argues (Brief, page 10) that:

Even if conbined, the references do
not suggest applicant’s hem spherical shaped
capacitor. It is not obvious to extrapolate
t he conbi nati on of Ahn’s square capacitor 100
and Suganaga’s linear bit-lines 4 with rounded
sidewalls to form applicant’s hem spheri cal
capacitors 50. It is not clear what the
conbi nati on of the Ahn’s square capacitor
and Suganaga[’s] long interconnect line with
rounded corners would yield since neither patent
shows a hem spherical shape.

W agree with appellant’s argunents. The above-noted
figures in Suganaga appear to show a hem spherical |l y-shaped
el ectrode 4, but the plan view of Figure 15 reveals that the
so-cal | ed hem spherical |l y-shaped portion 4 is, as argued by
appellant, a long interconnect line with rounded edges. In
summary, we agree with appellant’s argunent (Brief, pages 10
and 11) that the exam ner has used hindsight to make a
“strained interpretation of the conbination of Ahn and
Suganaga,” and that the exam ner “has not presented a
convincing line of reasoning as to why the clai ned subject
matter as a whole . . . would have been obvious.”
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DECI SI ON
The decision of the exam ner rejecting clains 20 through

25 under 35 U S.C. § 103 is reversed.

REVERSED

KENNETH W HAI RSTON )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

N N N N

BOARD OF PATENT
M CHAEL R FLEM NG )

Adm ni strative Patent Judge ) APPEALS AND
)
) | NTERFERENCES
)

STUART S. LEVY )

Adm ni strative Patent Judge )

KWH: hh



Appeal No. 1998-1100
Application No. 08/720, 645

Ceorge O Saile
20 McIntosh Drive
Poughkeepsi e, NY 12603



